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Christian Unity. We trust that all our readers will take their 
full share in the. prayers for:the reunion of Christendom which 
will be made as usual from January 18th-25th. This is an eftort 
in which every Christian, whatever his denominational allegiance, 
should take part. For we know that the unity of the Church ts 
the will of God, though we do not know how or when that unity 
will come. But we must pray for its coming. Tyo difterent-sets 
of literature for use during the week have been prepared: and may 
be had, the one from the Church Union, 238 Abbey House,- 
Westminster, $.W. 1, the other from the Hon. Secretary, Church 
Unity Octave Council, Egdean, Fittleworth, Sussex. Donations 
towards the heavy costs of printing and distribution will be 
welcomed and should be sent to one or other ef the above 
addresses. 


The Archbishop of Canterbury, in his sermon at Cambridge, 
described the proposal that “aH seaemes of reunion should) be 
postponed until further study, theological thinking and prayer 
in all Christian communions have led them’to a recovered appre- 
hension of the integrity and balance of Christian truth” as 
beginning all over again. The Church Times, in its leading article 
on the sermon, very truly said that the Archbishop ° suggested 
an almost complete reversal of current policy in the method of 
approach ” to the problems of Christian reunion. his, rather 
than “ further study and theological thinking note the word 
* further ’’—-seems to us much more like beginning all over again. 


* * * * 


In the sermon His Grace invited discussion of the suggestion he 
made, and we-are grateful to the author and editor for permission 
to reprint, on page 71, the Bishop of Brechin’s article in 7he 
Scottish Guardian of November 8th, 1946, which deals more fully 
with some.of the difficulties to which we drew attention in our 
Pointer last month. | 

The Canadian Unity Proposals, described in our article last 
month, are examined by a theologian in an article on e€ 75. 
Reference to these proposals is made towards the end of the 
Archbishop’s sermon, so they should not be overlooked as being 


irrelevant here at home. 
* * * * 


The South India Church Scheme is the title of the ‘* Report of a 
Committee of Theologians appointed by the Archbishop of Canter- 
bury to consider the proposed Basis of Union and Constitution of 
the future Church of South India”, which has recently been 
published. In the concluding chapter, after stating that “a clear 
majority of the Committee is dis at with varying degrees of 
emphasis, to regard as being likely to be essential, if in the end 
there is to be full ‘eadcaiaienanten with the Anglican Churches, 
the amendment of the Constitution” in some or all ”’ of six ways, 

the Report concludes by saying that “‘a maj jority of the Com- 
mittee thinks that the Scheme should go forward.” This it does 
in the hope that in the next thirty years the Anglicans who go 
into the union will secure those amendments. Why the Com- 
mittee should indulge this hope in view of the steady deterioration 
of the Scheme from the Anglican point of view during the last 
fifteen years it is difficult to see. Fr. Thornton, C.R., a member 
of the Committee, is more realistic and says bluntly that “he 
wishes to have it recorded that he is individually of the opinion 
that the Scheme has deteriorated so seriously in its later forms 
that as it now stands he regards it as unacceptable. ” With this 
opinion we are in complete agreement. 

_* * * * 


The Missionary Societies who support the work of the Church in 


South India are faced with a very difficult question by the possi- 
bility that the Scheme of Union there may soon be implemented. 
Can they, either legally or morally, use for the upkeep of work in 
dioceses which, to say the least, will no longer form a part of the 
Anglican Communion, moneys collected in England for the support 
of the work of the Anglican Church? The positions adopted by 
the two great Societies with work in those parts are examined in 


an article on page 7 78. 
* * * 


A Special Call to hE has reached’us just as we go to press, 
and will be found on page 80. Please do not overlook it. 


| 


THE ARCHBISHOP CANTERBURY 
CHRISTIAN 
CONSIDERATIONS BY THE BISHOP OF BRECHIN 


Reprinted by permiss‘on from The Scottish Guardian’, 
November 8th, 1946. 


A sermon on Christian Unity preached by the Chief Bishop of 
the Anglican Communion demands the most careful and respectful 
attention ; and the fact that the-Archbishop last Sunday was 
occupying the pulpit of the University Church at Cambridge, 
emphasizes the importance of his pronouncement. 

The urgency of the theme will be admitted by all Christians 
to-day, when world conditions—the conditions of a world which 
has lost its bearings because it has lost sight of God—underline 
the need for a strong and concerted witness to the Christian Faith 
on the part of all who profess it, and, with whatever differences 
in Order or even in Doctrine, endeavour to live by it. There is 
only too much justification for the common reproach that 
Christians can hardly expect the world to pay much attention to 
their -message until they have reached agreement among them- 
selves. And if the message is one of unity and brotherly love, 
then, says the world very naturally, it will be time for us poor 
outsiders.to consider those qualities when we see them put into 
practice by the men who commend them to us so fervently. If 
Christians wish to be listened to, they must put their own house 
in order first. 


THE SCANDAL OF Division 


- So the world says ; and though we may shrewdly suspect that 
its main motive is the desire to find some excuse for refusing the 
challenge of Christ, yet we cannot ignore the sting of the reproach, 
or pretend that we are anything but verily guilty in the matter. 
The disunion of Christians is intolerable, and on all Christian 
grounds should be brought to an end. The same conclusion 1s 
reached, from a rather different angle, when we look at the mission 
field, where possible or actual converts are becoming either 
needlessly denominationalized, or puzzled and distracted by the 
apparent competition between denominations. Hence arises the | 
driving force behind the South India scheme ; the scandal of our 
‘unhappy divisions ” is nowhere more scandalous than in such 
a context. 

It is true, indeed, that the things which unite us are greater 
and more central than those which divide ; and the Archbishop 
begins | his sermon by emphasizing this fact. But in the historigal 
Church,” he says, * the circulation of the Church's life-blood ts 


<3 
! 
ae 


ae impaired or blocked " by our divisions ; and “ it is round the 


theology of the Ministry that the tensions most exist,” though 
there are other barriers, many not of a theological kind. ™ 

~ What, then, are we to do about it ? The Archbishop rejects the 
opinion of a ‘distinguished theologian " that all schemes of 
reunion should be postponed until further study, theological 
thinking, and prayer in all Christian communions shall have 
led them a good deal further on the way ; this, he maintains, is 
“to suggest that nothing should be done until the theologians 
have begun all over again and got to agreed conclusions "’; and 
the matter is too urgent for such a delay. He rejects also what © 
he calls “‘ constitutional "’ schemes of reunion, on the ground that 
the various communions concerned are afraid of losing their 
formerly separate identities. (Here he is thinking mainly of the 
situation in these islands, but it would be interesting to see how 
he would apply this argument to the South India scheme.) 

So he asks, “Is there any other way of advance?” and his 
practical suggestion follows. ‘ What we need is that while the 
folds remain distinct, there should. be a free and unfettered 
exchange of life in worship and sacrament between them as there 
is already of prayer and thought and Christian fellowship—in 
short, that they should be in full communion with one another"; ° 
i.e., as he explains, that there should be no barrier to exchange of 
ministers and ministries between the separated groups. The 
necessary means to this end is ‘‘a ministry mutually acknow- 
ledged by all as possessing not only the inward call of the Spirit, 
but also the authofity which each Church in conscience requires.” ° 
So far we are On familiar ground ; but the novelty in what the 
Archbishop goes on to’ propose is that there should be a mutual 
commissioning of ministers without waiting for any kind of * con- 
stitutional "' reunion. Thus non-episcopal Bodies would “ take 
episcopacy into their systems ’’, and each communion, likewise, 
‘“ should contribute the whole of its separate ministry to so many 
of the ministers of the others as were willing to receive it.’ 
“What I desire is that I should be able freely to enter their 
churches and they mine in the Sacrament of the Lord, that His 
- life may freely circulate between us.”’ 


CRITICISMS OF THE PROPOSAL 


The Archbishop's words have been quoted somewhat exten- 
sively because it is right that we should know exactly what he 
proposes, and why ; and that we should share his ideal and the 
generosity of temper with which he pursues it. But it is equally ~ 
our duty to draw attention to some factors which he seems to 
have ignored or set aside ; and there are certain criticisms of his 
proposal which must be made. Here are some of them. 

(i) There is not a word in the Archbishop's sermon from first 
to last which indicates that the Catholic view of the Ministry 
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is different in kind from the Protestant view. But this difference 
is fundaméntal. Protestantism in general tends to regard the 
function of the Christian minister as mainly confined to the 
preaching of the Christian message ; this has often been described 
as the © prophetic "’ view of the Church and the Ministry. In the 
Catholic view, however—which is the view of the Anglican 
Ordinal—the Church is entrusted by our Lord Himself not only 
with a message but also with the power of binding and loosing, 
ee remitting and retaining sins, of initiating converts into its own 
natural life, of dispensing Christ’s manifold gifts of grace. 
In other words, it shares, as Christ’s Body, the priestly as well as 
the prophetic character. of Christ Himself ; and the living organ 
by which it carries out this priestly work is the Ministry. We 
cannot rightly give authority for the exercise of such a Ministry 
to men, however good and eminent, who reject the whole priestly 
interpretation of the Church’s character; nor can we suppose 
that they would accept the ofter if it were made. 

(ii) The “constitutional” method of approaching reunion, 
though it is effectively criticized by the Archbishop, does at least 
maintain Episcopacy in an intelligible context. But to confer 
episcopal orders upon all ministers in other communions who are 
willing to receive them (giving in exchange such equivalent rights 
and privileges as the situation in each. case allows), is to take 
Episcopacy right out of its context. “ Let them take it and try 
it out on their own ground first,” is Dr. Fisher's proposal ; and 
though he warns us that the process is not so simple as it sounds, 
he hardly seems to notice that this removal of Episcopacy from 
its historic and living ‘tontext is a sheer impossibility. The 
~ Church has been vexed from time to time by the activities of 

clerics who are called Episcopi vagantes  ; but the Eptscopatus 
vagans which this proposal would bring into being would present 
us with a far more intractable problem. 7 

Moreover, while Presbyterians, for instance, are in many cases 
nobly ready to accept Episcopacy as integral to a united Church, 
we can hardly imagine that their characteristic doctrine of the 
‘‘ Parity of Ministers "’ would allow them to receive it under any 
other conditions ; for to do so would involve either the jettisoning 
of this doctrine, or the equating of the title “* Bishop ”’ with that 
of “ Minister ”.. In the latter case they would not be “ trying 
out " Episcopacy at all; the reality would have gone out of it. 

_ (ili) Non-episcopal communions, says the Archbishop, accept 
the fact of Episcopacy ; and it has often been maintained that no 
more should be required. There are many ways in whicha “ fact ”’ 
can be accepted ; but we cannot accept any fact into our own 
plan of life without putting some interpretation upon it. It is 
By te! gratifying to Episcopalians to know that the necessity 
of Episcopacy in any conceivable scheme of reunion is generally 

recognized ; but it would be wiser to wait a great deal longer for 
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‘the reunion to come if the interval can be used for the growth of 

a theological, and not merely a pragmatic, agreement about 
_ Episcopacy. At present, agreement on the “ fact " of Episcopacy ~ 
is apt to mean little more than agreement on the name. 

(iv) Above all, perhaps, it is essential that the impetus to tunity 
should come not from the stress of our own practical or devotional 
inconveniences, but from a fuller realization of the will of God. 
True penitence is not a dissatisfaction with our own conduct as 
such, but grief for our sins because they are an offence against a 
loving and holy God. In the same way, while it is good that we 
should recognize the divisions in the Church as hampering and 
intolerable, we must be careful to remain entirely God-centred, 
so far as we can, in our efforts to set them right. Expediency, 
even on the highest level, is not enough. God is perhaps not in 
so great a hurry as some of His zealous servants ; and there is 
very much that can be and should be done before the way of real 
unity is made plain. The Archbishop, as we have noticed, depre- 
cates the suggestion of the * distinguished theologian "’ that “all 
schemes of reunion should be postponed until further study, 
theological thinking, and prayer in all Christian communions ”’ 
have led us a good deal further; and he deprecates it on the 
ground that it would mean that nothing could be done * until the 
theologians have begun all over again and got to agreed conclu- 
_sions”’. But it would not be a case of “ beginning all over 
again ’’; far from it. The work of study, theological thinking, 
and prayer has not ceased ; it can and should be carried forward. 
It has already improved the relation between the divided Christian 
communions out of all knowledge, by. the good hand of God upon 
it, and we may well hope for further progress along this road if we 
remain faithful to the task. The great benefit, meanwhile, which 
we may derive from the Archbishop's sermon—however un- 
acceptable its concrete proposal may be—is a stimulus to this 
faithfulness in our prayers and efforts on behalf of the great ideal 
which all Christians must share with him, because it is set before 
us by our Lord Himself. 


‘a 


The Apostolic Succession. Post free rod. 


This reprint by the Dacre Press of a sermon preached by the 
late Dean Armitage Robinson at the Consecration of five Bishops 
in St. Paul's Cathedral in 1920, with a Prefatory Note by the 
author, and a Preface and Appendix on = Mutual*Mrdination ”’, 
by Dr. Jalland, is well worth study at the preseft time, being 
particularly relevant to the issues raised by the Archbishop's 
Cambridge sermon. : | 
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THE CANADIAN PROPOSALS CONSIDERED 


The paper on the Canadian Union Proposals is most interesting 
and suggestive. , It seems to point a new way to reunion which 

may avoid the pitfalls of ihe South Indian scheme, or indeed of 
that proposed for the Episc opalians and Presbyterians in the 
United States. In particular it insists on and secures the recogni- 
tion of the different character of the Anglican and the Non- 
Conformist ministry.. Further it does not in any way whittle 
down the Anglican Ordinal. For it provides for the full use of ~ 
this in giving holy orders to ministers of the existing United 
Church of Canada, together with the requirement of Confirma- 
tion for all ministers before they are ordained. 


DocTRINAL QUESTIONS 


Certain questions, however, have arisen in the minds of some 
of those who*wish the scheme well. First, ‘Is the doctrinal 
agreement between the two bodies too lightly assumed?” In 
answer to this the writer points out that the worst features of 
the Westminster Confession are avoided in the doctrinal Basis of 
Union accepted by the United Church in 1924. It is entirely 
orthodox on the Holy Trinity, the Incarnation together with the 
Virgin Birth (though the formula of the Two Natures is not 
explicitly mentioned), and the Atonement. There is no mention 
of imputed righteousness. Rather “ the Spirit of God imparts* 
spiritual life . . . using as the ordinary means the truths of his 
Word and the ordinances of divine appointment.”” Saving Faith 
is accompanied by Repentance; the Church on earth is a visible 
brotherhood, and in the future life “ the finally impenitent shall 
go away into eternal punishment.”’ 

The doctrine of Predestination is softened down, in the article 
‘“ Of the Divine Purpose”, to a declaration that, “ while the 
freedom of man is not taken away God in His providence makes’ 
all things work together in the fulfilment of His sovereign design.” 

The teaching on the Sacraments is less adequate, as would be 

expected in bodies who derive from the tradition of the Con- 
tecabal Reformation. They are “ signs and seals of the covenant 
means of grace ” (but only) “‘ to quicken and strengthen faith ”’ 
and “ ordinances to distinguish the Church from the rest of the 
world.” In the Lord’s Supper “ bread and wine are given and 
received-in thankful remembrance . . . of His (Christ’s) sacrifice 
on the Cross.”’. Those who in faith receive, do, ‘‘after a spiritual 
manner, partake of the body and blood of Christ.” With regard 
to the ministry “ the Church recognizes and chooses those whom 
the Holy Spirit calls, and should thereby duly ordain them to the 
work of the Ministry.” All this accords with the preamble in 


Vide Bell, Documents of Christian Unity, p. 230 ff. 
2 Italics ours. 
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which “ the teaching of the great creeds of the ancient church "’ 
is acknowledged, while allegiance is maintained to the evangelical 
doctrine of the Reformation, common to the doctrinal standards 
of the then uniting bodies. | 

Judged by the standard of the decisions of the first four General 
Councils, nothing in the above articles seems heretical, however 
inadequate the sacramental doctrine may be, judged by the 
writings of the “‘ catholic fathers and ancient bishops ’’ of the 
Church. It might be fairly hoped that if union with the Anglicans 
came about, the standard of such doctrine would be raised. Bit” 
to avoid further misunderstanding it might be well if the United 
Church were confronted with the Anatan catechism and_the 
doctrine of the Eucharistic sacrifice set forth by the archbishops 
in their reply to Pope Leo XIII, and accepted by the Lambeth 
Conference of 1930. 

A further question in the minds of some, is whether the United : 
Church:of Canada has wholly escaped the indifference to Baptism 
found sometimes elsewhere in Free Church circles. All that can 
be said by an outsider is that Baptism, together with the Lord's 
Supper, is acknowledged “ to be a perpetual obligation "’, and 
that its subjects are believers and infants by their 
parents and guardians in the Christian faith es born — 
and brought up in Canada assures me that he has never a inerd of 

baptism being regarded as unnecessary by any authority in the 


said Church. 


ORDERS AND THE MINISTRY 


The real crux lies in the answer to the question, ‘ Can we, or 
can we not accept ordination of some kind from this other body aS 
The Lambeth fathers, in 1920, were certainly prepared, ‘ * pro- 
vided that terms of union were otherwise satisfactorily adjusted,” 
to accept from the authorities of the other body “a form of com- | - 
mission or recognition which would sees. our ministry to 
their congregations ’’.* If ordination by the officials of the 
Unjted Church means nothing more than the recognition of the _ 
ministry of an Anglican priest as a true one, and a commission to. 
him “ to exercise that ministry in their own body ”’, such ordina- 
tion might be willingly accepted...If on the other hand it implied 
anything defective in the order already held by the Anglican, it 
would be much more difficult to receive it. 
But this need not be so. According to the commonly held 
Methodist view ordination is only the solemn recognition of a 
call, and the authority to exercise the ministry already conferred 
by the Holy Spirit. if the Presbyterian, on the other hand, goes — 
further, and sees some grace von daar in the laying on of hands, 
he might still recognize that the Anglican priest has received that , 


1 Act xvi, Basis of Union, Bell, pp. 236 and 237. 
* Appeal § viii, Bell, p. 4. 


already. In receiving ordination from the hands of the other 
body, he would at most be having that grace confirmed and his 


- commission extended tm fact to the sphere of the United Church. 


This would not prevent the Anglican from claiming that his 
existing commission extended im theery to the whole Catholic 
Church. But it is of the highest importance that this should be 
fully understood on both sides, and that the minister of the 
United Church should realize that in seeking ordination at the 
hands of an Anglican bisho x he is seeking, not merely episcopal 
recognition, but the apostolic priesthood with its exclusive right 
of offering the memoria] sectifice of the Eucharist. It should be 
noted that the Presbyterians in the U.S.A. Scheme agref that the 
Lord’s Supper “‘is offered as the memorial of His sacrifice which 
He commanded us to make.”” 

But a further difficulty may be felt about giving Orflers piece- 
meal, i.e. to any who are willing to receive them, rather than to the 

whole body of ministers in either church. Would it not be possible 
to think out a scheme by which Episcopal orders were given to 
the leaders of the United Church (with indeed a reciprocal com- 
missioning of our own bishops by them). These leaders could 
then ordain their other ministers as priests with the use of the 
Anglican or other satisfactory ordinal, and administer Confirma- 
tion to their faithful laity, or at any rate to such as realized its 
importance as the completion of their Baptism. The United 
Church would continue to use its own rites and customs, in so far 
as they were considered satisfactory, and its own organization. 
They would then stand to the Anglicans in much the same relation 
as the Eastern Uniates stand to their Latin fellow Catholics, i.e. 
as preserving their own rites, etc., but being in full communion 
with the latter. 

If the day for such drastic action has not yet arrived, is not the 
right course to wait for the action of the Holy Spirit to bring 
about reunion in His way rather than our own? But this does not. 
absolve us from the duty of- doing our best to remove obstacles 
to reunion by means of friendship, co-operation, study and prayer, 
through all of which the same Holy Spirit may be reper the 
way for ultimate union. | 


H. EDWARD C.R. 
1 Part II. I. 2 (e), in Living Church, July 14th, 1946. 


An American Plan for Unity. Pamphlet No. 10. Post free rod. 


Read this pamphlet in conjunction with the articles on the 
Canadian Unity Proposals printed: i in this and the December 


issues of Faith and Unity. 
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THE MISSIONARY SOCIETIES AND 
SOUTH INDIA 


The Church Missionary Society has defined its attitude to the 
South India Reunion Scheme as follows : 

‘ That whereas : 

‘1. The Society was founded primarily to discharge the 
Feamarel and Lay Offices of the Church of England necessary for 
the preaching of the Gospel among the heathen. 

‘2. It has been expressly determined that all its ordained 
missionaries in an-area constituted into a diocese shall be sub- 
mitted for licence tothe Bishop of the Diocese in which they may 
be stationed, and that no such missionary shall exercise his 
spiritual functions in such Diocese without a Licence. 

3. Hitherto no ordained missionaries of the Society have 
wp licensed to Churches other than Churches connected or in 

ull communion with the Church of England. 

‘4. It is anticipated that if the Scheme for Church Union in 
South India (commonly and hereinafter referred to as ‘ the South 
India Church Union Scheme’) comes into operation the four 
Dioceses of Madras, Travancore and Cochin, Tinnevelly and 
Dornakal, will belong to a Church which for an indefinite period 
will no longer be in full communion with the Church of England. 

‘5. Notwithstanding the position referred to in the last men- 

tioned recital it is considered expedient (in view of certain public 
pronouncements of the late William Archbishop Temple, and the 
Archbishop of Canterbury addressed to the Convocation of 
Canterbury) to encourage the formation and establishment of the 
said Church. 

‘* Now in consideration of the premises the Society RESOLVES 
that notwithstanding anything to the contrary in its existing 
Laws and Regulations the Committee shall be entitled as from 
- date when the South India Church Union Se heme comes into 

ration : * 

(a) To allow its existing Missionaries to continue to minister 
within the area of the South India Church under Episcopal 
licence, and to send out new missionaries from time to time to 
minister within such areas. 

‘(b) To make grants out of the general funds of the Society 
for the maintenance of such, missionaries, and for any other 
missionary work suitable to be carried on by the Society within 
the area of such Church, and within the scope of the Society's 


objects.” 


Is Tuts DECISION SOUND ? 


It is not our purpose to enter into the legal competence of the 
decisions taken, though we can imagine that some C.M.S. sup- 
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porters may feel conscientiously obliged to go into this. But the 
decision is serious, and it is clearly important that C.M.S. sup- 
porters should have accurate information upon which to base 
their judgement of its wisdom. 

In an accompanying article the Rev. C. S. Milford, C.M.S. India 
Secretary, writes in C.M.S. Outlook, July, 1946. 

‘* The fundamental bases of the Union are :— | 

‘“‘ (1) the ‘ Lambeth Quadrilateral '"—i.e., the Holy Scriptures, 
the Apostles’ and Nicene Creeds, the two Sacraments ordained 
by our Lord Himself, and the Historic Episcopate ; and (2) the 
recognition of-all ministers of the uniting Churches as real 
ministers of the Word and Sacraments.”’ a 

We do not doubt that Mr. Milford believes what he says, but 
surely he cannot be entirely unaware that many would regard 
this statement as highly misleading. Can it be said that the 
‘Creeds and Historic Episcopate are accepted in the South India 
Scheme_in a way which justifies describing the Lambeth Quadri- 
lateral as one of the bases of the Scheme? The assent of indivi- 
duals is not demanded in the Scheme to-every word and phrase 
in the Creeds. (See Note (i), page 5 of the Proposed Scheme of 
Church Union in South India: Seventh Edition (Revised).) 
If members of the proposed united Church may refuse to assent 
to phrases of the Creeds which they do not like, can the Creeds 
be considered to be accepted in any sense which is meaningful ? 
Similarly the Historic Episcopate is accepted in a way which will 
make the validity of each and every consecration and ordination 
of the proposed Church a matter of doubt. 


— 


JUDGMENTS AND WARNINGS 


Mr. Milford has in fact begged all the questions. The late 
Archbishop of Wales wrote: ‘* The South India Scheme breaks 
with Church Order.’ “‘ The Church of India, Burma and Ceylon 
if it approved of the South India Scheme would act contrary to its 
own Constitution and stultify it." The South India Scheme “ is 
such that no Catholic Diocese could take part in it without the 
guilt of heresy or schism.” 

Does Mr. Milford think that judgments like these, and the 
repeated warnings of Bishop Gore and the statements of theo- 
logians of our own day, are of no account,and can safely be 
_ ignored; does he consider it fair to C.M.S. supporters to let them 
imagine that, whatever critics say of the Scheme, its consistency 
with the Lambeth Quadrilateral is beyond doubt when, in fact, 
its lack of consistency with the Quadrilateral has been a main 
point of criticism ? 


WHAT OF THE S.P.G.? 


S.P.G. has issued no statement on the matter. Its silence may 
be the cause of disappointment to some. In my opinion, however, 
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the Society is entirely justified inits reserve. It is not its function 
to decide theological issues. If and when a completed scheme ts 
brought into operation, the Society will be faced with a practical 
decision, but. it has no obligation to pre-judge a hypothetical 


situation. 
MICHAEL BRUCE. 


SPECIAL CALL PRAYER 


Prayers are especially asked for the meetings of the Episcopal 
Synod and the General Council of the Church of India, Burmaand 
Ceylon, which will be held in January: meetings of one or the, 
other of these bodies will be going on from January 11th to 24th. 

- The South India United Church has refused the Lambeth inter- 
pretation of the Pledge and the Voting by Houses in the Synod of 
the proposed united Church of South India, and is thus in opposti- 
tion to Lambeth in two vital matters. This gives good cause for 
delaying inauguration of the union till an appeal has been made 
to Lambeth. -It.is a matter which needs much prayer. 

There is a further point in the Statement of the South Indian 
Bishops (see Faith and Unity for December, page 59), which did 
not appear in the first report of their words. Its important con- 
cluding séntence is: ‘‘ After the inauguration of union we, as 
Bishops of the Church of South India, shall be ready ourselves to 
receive communion at the hands of any Bishop or Presbyter of 


the United Church.” It certainly does not look as if ex-Anglicans _, 


could easily raise conscientious objections to having non-episco- 
‘pally ord: ined ministers now that their Bishops have made this 
declaration. 

W. B. O'B. 


The Pamphlets mentioned on pages 74 and 77 and. other 
publications may be had either from | 


THE PAX Howsk, 11 DACRE STREET, S.W. I., 


or from 
THe SECRETARY, C.D.C.P., 6 PERTH Roap, BECKENHAM, KENT. 


Communications for the Editor and subscriptions to /urth and 
Unity (three shillings a year-minimum) should be sent to the 
Secretary, C.D.C.P., 6 Perth Road, Beckenham, Kent. Back 
numbers of Faith and Unity are available and can be had from 
the Secretary, price fourpence each, post free. 
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